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ABSTRACT 

 

This study examined seven L2 writing groups as they became familiarized with the process-

oriented writing method and searched for the links between this writing method and writing 

improvement subsequently by tracking their fluency in writing in terms of a qualitative 

analysis of their pre and post written work. This was a 12-month study of 32 EFL young 

learners with ages ranging from 6 to 13 years studying in Malaysia. 

 

The study revealed that these student subjects demonstrated a growing awareness of the 

significance of process-oriented writing. This paper looks into three aspects; 1. The increase 

in written fluency of the controlled group pre and post writing based on the implementation 

of the process writing method especially by using idea generation tools like mind mapping, 

concept maps and brainstorming. 2. Analyzing whether developing student speaking ability 

during the brainstorming process enhances the fluency in writing. 3. The effectiveness in 

implementing a structured reading program to enhance the level of vocabulary in their post 

written work. Does student writing improve with larger vocabularies? 

 

This paper will go on to evaluate the structured process and writing steps implemented for six 

different levels of students and study the effectiveness of this method combined with 

additional enhanced activities designed to complement the different stages of process writing 

during the implementation stages. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The ability to write well is not a naturally acquired skill; it is usually learned or culturally 

transmitted as a set of practices in formal instructional settings or other environments. 

Writing skills must be practiced and learned through experience. Writing also involves 

composing, which implies the ability either to tell or retell pieces of information in the form 

of narratives or description, or to transform information into new texts, as in expository or 

argumentative writing. Perhaps it is best viewed as a continuum of activities that range from 

the more mechanical or formal aspects of "writing down" on the one end, to the more 

complex act of composing on the other end (Hadley, [1993]). It is undoubtedly the act of 

composing, though, which can create problems for students, especially for those writing in a 

second language (L2).  Compared to students writing in their native language (L1), however, 

students writing in their L2 have to also acquire proficiency in the use of the language as well 

as writing strategies, techniques and skills.  

In the late 1980s, an approach to writing which emphasized the process rather than the 

product began to be introduced into ESL classrooms (see Hedge, 1988), Raimes (1991:442) 

has pointed out that there are parallels between a process writing pedagogy and 

communicative, task-based curriculum development. This approach essentially recognized 

that the production of a good piece of writing requires time, that is a recursive process 

involving many sub-processes such as generating ideas, organizing ideas, drafting, revising 

and editing. It was seen to be useful where students needed to be able to produce written texts 

for assessment purposes but at that time it was not seen to be so appropriate for foreign 

language classrooms, where more emphasis was given to oral production. Over the years 

process writing approach has emerged as a tool that has gained significant inroads in its 

implementation in EFL classroom worldwide. 

This paper explores the difficulties students in Malaysia elementary school face when  

writing in English and how a process approach in writing might help them achieve better 

writing fluency and accuracy. The paper involves a qualitative study of how a process writing 

curriculum implemented during the young age can see results in students‟ work over one year 

of elementary English writing class as part of a broader curriculum. First the paper will look 

at 32 students‟ work at different age groups and identify the difficulties they face in writing. 

Next the paper looks at how stages in process writing can help them improve in their writing 

and build their confidence through the process writing approach. The paper then goes through 
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the implementation of designed activities that were implemented during the stages of process 

writing in the classroom that were able to enhance the students‟ writing fluency and accuracy 

over the 1-year monitoring period.  

2.  LITERATURE REVIEW 

In the past traditional model of writing, the function was to produce a flawless text by 

correcting surface mistakes of grammar, punctuation and spelling. However, such product-

focused teaching was no longer deemed appropriate and a paradigm shift (Hairston 1982) 

occurred in teaching. The emphasis of product-focused writing on accurate grammar and 

error-free sentence structure was a turning point towards a process which puts emphasis on 

the significance of content and organization in writing rather than form.  The key process of 

composing was beginning to be understood to consist of three main components: pre-writing, 

the generation of ideas and the planning where translation of ideas to words; and revising- the 

constant rereading of what has been written to match the writer‟s intentions. Brown 

(2001:335) described the written products as the result of thinking, drafting, and revision 

processes and asserted the necessity of process writing from a pedagogical perspective:  

 

Students should learn how to generate and organize ideas coherently, how to revise text for clearer 

meaning, and how to edit text for appropriate grammar. 

 

Further studies have revealed more of the process: writing is linear only in the product; 

however, the process is recursive as writers go back in order to move forward (Murray 1980). 

In addition, Hairston (1982)described the process approach and its methodological features as 

follows: 

 

It focuses on writing as a process, with instruction aimed at intervening in that process; it teaches 

strategies for invention and discovery; it emphasizes rhetorical principles of audience, purpose, and 

occasion with evaluation based on how well given piece meets its audience's needs; it treats the activities 

of pre-writing, writing, and revision as intertwining, recursive process; and it is holistic, involving non-

rational, intuitive faculties as well as reason. 

 

There have been a number of ESL studies carried out so far where researchers chose to 

examine whether writers transferred strategies from L1 to L2 in EFL writing. This would be 

very much applicable if the student group was older and where L1 learning is cognitively 
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formed. But for younger EFL group aged 6 to 14 the distinct correlation between L1 and L2 

writing has been contended by the likes of Zamel (1982:203) that there is a cognitive 

similarity between L1 and L2 composing: 

 

ESL writers who are ready to compose and express their ideas using strategies similar to those of native 

speakers of English 

 

Other studies on process writing in Malaysia and Asia seemed to mainly focus on tertiary 

level students. Stewart and Cheung (1989) showed that process writing could be successfully 

implemented in Hong Kong secondary schools if introduced gradually, with certain 

modifications and adaptations to address the constraints of writing process in relation to the 

educational environment. Some of the recommendations (1989:42-4) made that were relevant 

to this paper to take not of are as follows: 

 

1. Build up a shared understanding between teachers and learners of the nature, the 

purposes, and the requirements of the process approach. 

  

2. Integrate the four language skills to fit into the stages of the writing process 

without unduly upsetting the timetable and the scheme of work. 

 

3. Design purpose-specific and reader-specific tasks so that learners draft and redraft 

with the communicative context in mind.  

 

4. Modify the teacher's role to be less of an evaluator or judge of language accuracy 

and more of a facilitator or consultant.  

 

5. Grade the final draft according to how much progress the student has made in 

going from first ideas to drafting, revising, and editing. 

 

Also, Pennington, et al.(1996), in analyzing Hong Kong secondary school students‟ responses 

to the introduction of process writing revealed the following out of the 8 classes taking part in 

the studies. The two groups who found the experience positive were taught by a teacher who 

integrated elements of process writing into her teaching routine and who had displayed the 

most positive attitude to the process-oriented writing at the beginning of the project. The 
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group that evaluated the experience most negatively was taught by a teacher who placed the 

focus on traditional language exercises and grammatical accuracy with very little attempt at 

integration and who had been ambivalent about the new pedagogical approach at the 

beginning of the project.  

 

Sengupta & Falvey (1998), also working in Hong Kong secondary schools, reveal a picture 

of teacher practices which might accord with practices in FL classrooms elsewhere. 

Questionnaire, interview and observational data showed that the concept of process writing 

was restricted to an emphasis on fluency rather than accuracy. Only a small number of 

studies have focused on the sub processes of process writing stages in an instructional 

context. Reichelt (2001) reports a study by Becker (1991) which found that adult learners 

from Germany who used associative brainstorming for five minutes before writing produced 

composition with more imagery and interesting ideas than the control group. The effect was 

particularly strong for the novices. However, it was not clear which language the learners 

used for the brainstorming. Other related studies Friedlander's study of 28 Chinese writers 

(1990) had shown that students produced better L2 essays on an L1-related topic when 

allowed to plan in L1 and, conversely, produced better L2 essays on an L2-related topic when 

allowed to plan in L2. Trong Tuan (2010) studies on enhancing EFL learners‟ writing skills 

via journal writing and a case study of peer feedback in China EFL writing classroom by Mei 

Ting & Yuan Qian (2010) looked into one of the sub-processes of process writing. In 

Malaysia one of the recent studies includes studying the effects of process-genre approach to 

writing instruction on the expository essay of ESL students in Malaysian secondary school by 

Thomas & Chow Voon Foo (2007). 

 

Despite the various studies covering the implementation of process writing, most of it 

covered secondary school or college students, as it is often associated with producing written 

text soley for assessment purpose. None of the local studies in Malaysia actually looked at 

the implementation of process writing or its sub stages for young EFL learners in Malaysia 

from the age of 6 to 14. Can young EFL learners in Malaysia actually benefit from process 

writing? Would it more difficult implementing process writing during this period as the L1 

learning strategies itself is just being formed. Therefore L2 learning strategies for writing 

seemed to starting from ground zero with no scaffolding from their respective L1 experience 

for the young EFL learners. 
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2.1 Methodology 

 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether process writing can be implemented 

among the young EFL learners in Malaysia. This study also looks into the implementation of 

sub-process and how the 4 skills can be integrated into the various stages to enhance students 

writing fluency and accuracy from a young age. This purpose was achieved through 

answering the following research questions:  

 

1. Does Process Writing enhance writing fluency and accuracy among young EFL 

learners in Malaysia? Are tools like mind map and brainstorming effective in 

enhancing writing fluency? 

 

2. Whether developing speaking skills during the brainstorming stage of process 

writing enhances writing fluency? 

 

3. Does a structured reading programme via journaling from young enhance the level 

of vocabulary in the students‟ written work? 

 

2.2        What is Process Writing? 

 

Process approaches to writing tend to focus more on the varied classroom activities which 

promote the development of language use; brainstorming, group discussion, re-writing. Such 

an approach can have any number of stages, though a typical sequence of activities could 

proceed as follows: 

Stage 1 

Generating ideas through brainstorming and discussion. Students could be discussing 

qualities needed to do a certain job, or giving reasons as to why people take drugs or gamble. 

The teacher remains in the background during this phase, only providing language support if 

required, so as not inhibiting students in the production of ideas. 

Stage 2 

Students extend ideas into note form, and judge quality and usefulness of ideas. 
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Stage 3 

Students organise ideas into a mind map,spidergram, or linear form. This stage helps to make 

the (hierarchical) relationship of ideas more immediately obvious, which helps students with 

the structure of their texts.  

Stage 4 

Students write the first draft. This is done in class and frequently in pairs or groups. 

Stage 5 

Drafts are exchanged, so that students become the readers of each other‟s work. By 

responding as readers, students develop an awareness of the fact that a writer is producing 

something to be read by someone else, and thus can improve their own drafts. 

Stage 6 

Drafts are returned and improvements are made based upon peer feedback.  

Stage 7 

A final draft is written. 

Stage 8 

Students once again, exchange and read each others' work and perhaps even write a response 

or reply. 

The process oriented approach refers to a teaching approach that focuses on the process a 

writer engages in when constructing meaning. This teaching approach concludes with editing 

as a final stage in text creation, rather than an initial one as in a product oriented approach. 

The process oriented approach may include identified stages of the writing process such as: 

pre-writing, writing and re-writing. Once the rough draft has been created, it is polished into 

subsequent drafts with the assistance of peer and teacher conferencing. Final editing and 

publication can follow if the author chooses to publish their writing (Murray, 1972). The last 

two decades saw an emergence of new practices that moved beyond rote repetition and 

technical instruction. Instead, writing was taught as a vehicle for creative expression and 

critical though. Rather than focusing on spelling, grammar, and other writing conventions, 

the holistic process emphasizes the actual process of writing. It concentrates on writing as a 

recursive process in which writes have the opportunity to plan, draft, edit, and revise their 
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work (Hillocks, 1987; Murray, 1982). The writer is taught to review and revise several drafts, 

which enables and encourages new ideas. The grammatical changes and conventional editing 

occur during the revision or editing stage (Ballator, Farnum& Kaplan, 1999; Flower & 

Hayes, 1981). Furthermore, since grammar and conventions are not the focus of writing, the 

writing process may be adopted for use even with young writes in kindergarten (Sealy, Sealy, 

& Mill more, [1979]). 

Writing is a uniquely individual undertaking and the same individual may use different 

methods to express him or herself. Characteristically, the writing process approach 

recognizes that there are many stages to writing and that these stages are fluid and 

overlapping (Bereuter &Scardamalia, 1983; Flower & Hayes, 1980; Murray, 1982). 

However, researchers and educators have identified several logical steps that most writes go 

through, displayed in Figure1 ( Graves, 1983,1991; Tompkins and Hoskisson, 1995; and 

Poindexter and Oliver,1999) .The 3 key areas in Process writing are as per Figure 1 is Pre-

writing, Re-writing and Writing or publishing. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A review looked at 2000 studies focused on identifying school instructional methods most 

successfully enhanced writing ability (Hillock,1987). The meta analysis revealed that 

teaching through inquiry was the instructional method with the greatest impact on the quality 

of the students‟ writing and grammar/mechanics has the least impact. In this method, students 

use sets of data and, in a structured manner, incorporate them into writing. Students may 

record, describe, and present evidence while taking into account set criteria. For example 

students may be given information about a particular subject, such as pollution, smoking is 

dangerous, etc, and then be asked to consider ways to help solve the problem.  
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The results from the meta analysis research is shown in Figure 2 (Hillock, 1987) below. The 

research findings indicate that having students go through the steps of observing and writing 

had greater impact on the quality of writing than did more traditional teaching using model 

writing. 

 

Figure 2 
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2.3 The Role of Reading in Writing 

Krashen‟s (1985) „Input Hypotheses‟ claims that we acquire language through 

understanding messages or obtaining comprehensible input; it accounts for success of 

programmes in which students acquire a second language through comprehensible 

presentation of subject matter in the second language. It states that the key factor 

determining acquisition of competence in an L2 is exposure to large amounts of 

meaningful, interesting or relevant L2 input material. Krashen (1989) studied the 

power of reading on language acquisition on the basis than reading becomes 

comprehensible input provided that texts are both interesting and understandable so 

that they capture the learners‟ attention. His research on reading exposure supports the 

view that it increases not only reading comprehension and vocabulary acquisition, but 

it improves grammatical development and writing style.Krashen (1989: 109) states 

that “reading exposure is the primary means of developing language skills”. This 

hypothesis was tested in Hong Kong,Wai-King Tsang (1996) carried out an 

experiment comparing the effectiveness of an extensive reading programme and a 

frequent writing programme on the acquisition of descriptive writing skills in English 

by a group of Hong Kong secondary students. His findings show the importance of 

linguistic input in the acquisition of writing abilities, questioning whether students‟ 

writing can improve with activities that exclusively focus on output. Error correction 

affects learning „about‟ the language, not acquisition; when our errors are corrected, 

we rethink and adjust our conscious rules which help one aspect of good style which 

is correctness, but only this aspect. As a matter of fact, Wai-King Tsang‟s study 

shows that in the area of language use, the reading programme was the only one of the 

three he administered to students which proved to be significantly effective on the 

acquisition of writing skills. From this study, we may conclude that through reading 

we have the opportunity of being exposed to well organized and well-written pieces 

of writing which help us to improve our language abilities and to build writing 

schemata. This study also brings relevance to Malaysia‟s EFL context where young 

learners should be encouraged to read from a young age so to better improve their 

written work. A structured reading programme would need to be designed therefore 

allowing it to be one of the comprehensible inputs to enhance students‟ fluency and 

accuracy in writing. There have been cases in Malaysian EFL context where students 
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who usually do passive reading only often find themselves producing written work 

that does not capture significant improvements in terms of better vocabulary usage. 

Therefore, a proper reading curriculum would need to be evaluated during this study 

that enhances both the students‟ fluency and accuracy in writing. Its is through 

teaching writing to students that they would be able to acquire the habit of expressing 

ideas in a clear, correct and coherent way, fulfilling a dual purpose: to be medium of 

communication with others and a means of personal intellectual growth. This signifies 

its importance in EFL teaching to young learners in particular.“Writing is, however, a 

powerful intellectual tool for cognitive development –It can make you smarter. 

…Writing enables us to explore and change the worlds of ideas and experiences the 

brain creates” (Krashen, 1987: 116).  

3.0 Common Problems Faced by EFL students in Malaysia 

In general some of the problems faced by the students in their writing stem from a 

deeper macro problem where the national education curriculum in Malaysia for the 

age 7 -13 groups does not have essay writing component in schools. The teachers in 

general focus on grammar drilling through worksheets, writing skills are seldom 

taught in schools. The groups of students selected for this study are mainly from a 

Chinese stream education curriculum where all subjects are taught in their mother 

tongue except for English and the Malay language. Therefore students lack exposure 

to the usage of English other than the stipulated 2 hours of lesson per school week. 

Students in general lack the ability to generate ideas on their own without the helping 

words or assistance by teacher. As students are not taught brainstorming skills and 

mind map during the elementary stages of learning English thus they exhibit the lack 

of ability in generating ideas in their writing.  

 

Another reason why the particular group of students were chosen is because the 

Chinese students make up nearly 90% of the students learning in English language 

centers in Malaysia, therefore making the study more compelling to evaluate whether 

the process method of teaching writing is able to help these group of students who 

have no interest in writing English at a very young age due to the inherent flaw in the 

Malaysian English language education system.  
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3.1    Sample Student Background 

 

To further understand the general problems faced by students in writing. Random 

samples of 7 students were selected from the overall 32 students that will be 

undergoing this study to show common problems faced by Malaysian EFL learners 

from a diverse age group of 6 to 14 years of age. These 7 students were new students 

enrolled to study English at ELW centre where this study would be further carried 

out. The written work from 7 students was taken from the placement test given when 

they first enrolled into the centre. The placement test topic given to all students were 

based on “Myself”,”My School” and “A Frightening Experience”. Table 1 below 

illustrates the summary of the 7 written samples taken from the placement test for new 

students. 

 

Level 
K1/K2 P 1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 

Age 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Name YunRu Shao 

Yuan 

Emily 

Khor 

Glenn 

Gan 

Shawn 

Ee 

SzeJia Jasmine 

Yong 

Sample A B C D E F G 

Topic Myself Myself Myself Myself Myself My School A 

Frightening 

Experience 

Noof 

Words 

38 29 59 53 24 37 86 

Table 1 

Legend: P- Primary , K- Pre-School, Sec - Secondary 

 

All students listed in Table 1 from sample A to G share similar background where 

they study in a Chinese Education school where English is a second language and all 

other subjects are taught in Chinese. All these students are not taught writing or essay 

writing in school from the age of 6 to 12. They are only tested on simple sentence 

construction up to the age of 12 in the current national curriculum for English. The 

emphasis in the current curriculum is mainly on grammar drilling and reading, 

therefore these students are not exposed to writing, speaking and listening in their day 
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to day English curriculum. Samples A to G generally are able to do simple writing 

with word count from their respective written work ranging from 24 to 86 words. 

 

3.2    Problems Faced by Students In Their Writing 

 

The problems identified through some of the written work can be broadly classified 

into content and language. In terms of content, several elements like arrangement of 

ideas, paragraphing, linking ideas and elaboration of ideas are evaluated in the 

samples. In terms of language, elements like grammar, spelling, punctuation and the 

use of vocabulary would be considered.  

Samples A, B and E (see Appendix IA, IB and IE) all three have low word count, with 

sample E (see Appendix IE) only writing 24 words at the age of 10. All three have 

only simple arrangement of ideas and clearly writing in sentence forms only. Ability 

of paragraphing and linking of ideas were not evident in their written work. The 3 

samples generally lacked the ability to elaborate on their ideas. Sample B (see 

Appendix IB) has simple grammar mistake with wrong usage of simple present tense 

“I lives in Taman Pulai Flora” should have been “I live in…” and spelling mistake for 

the word “yers” instead of “years”. Another error is plural form of the word 

“members” instead of “member”. 
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Samples C, D, F and G (see Appendix IC,ID,IF and IG) all these students were able to 

write with simple paragraphing and were able to the complete the written work with 

word counts ranging from 37 to 86 words. Only simple linking of ideas was shown 

and all of them were not able to generate more ideas and content around the given 

topics. Samples C and D in particular were only able to generate a creative content 

about myself other than the typical model taught to young learners using product 

writing. Sample C and D only listed down the typical ideas on name, age, family 

members, hobbies, address and school.  This is a typical controlled practice output by 

student using a product approach generated 59 and 53 word count respectively.  The 

written content showed a lack of depth in terms of elaboration of ideas and was 

strictly based on fixed triggers from teachers or limited prior knowledge in terms of 

content. Not much discussion or brainstorming was carried out by the students to give 

better ideas that would give a more creative storyline. Sample G (see Appendix IG) 

with the title “A Frightening Experience” could only craft a simple storyline which 

talks about not able to find the mother in the library after looking for a book. At age 

12, the student lacked creativity for such an interesting topic. It exhibited a student 

who has done little reading, as the lack of vocabulary seen could be due the single 

draft habit that does not allow the teacher to scaffold the students‟ passive knowledge 

on a better word to use. Instead the focus was on the end product. Simple use of verbs 

„like‟, ‟find‟ and “cry” were used throughout the written work. Student lacked the 

imagination to stretch his or herself to come out with a better storyline in terms of a 

writer‟s perspective. If proper discussion were carried out with peers or teachers, the 

student could be trained to scaffold and come out different possible plots that would 

be more suited for the title for example a plot where a robbery takes place with the 

author at the scene of the crime itself or walking back from school alone one night 

and the story unfolds from there to bring about a frightening experience. 

 

In terms of language errors in the written work for Samples C, D, F and G (see 

Appendix IC, ID, IF and IG) common threads of mistakes were seen all samples like 

spelling mistakes, spelling of word using the Malay language for example „hobi‟ in 

malay instead of the word‟ hobby‟ in English in sample C (see Appendix IC). Wrong 

use of preposition in sample F (see appendix IF) for the sentence „I wake up in 5:15 
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am‟, it should have been written as „I wake up at 5:15 am‟. Sample G exhibit the most 

number of mistakes in terms of language as compared to the other samples mainly 

because of having the most written word count. Basically this shows a trend that 

Malaysian young students have a tendency of committing common language errors 

across the board from the age of 6 to 12. Translational errors from L1 is evident in the 

confusion of spelling of words and sentence construction that is directly translated 

from their L1 for example in sample F (See Appendix IF) starting a sentence with „It 

has many..‟ and the use of time frame at the beginning of the sentence „Every 

morning I wake up….‟ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

19 

 

3.3 Summary Pre-Analysis of Sample Students’ Writing 

In general all students from sample A to G have exhibited generally low content 

generation of the pre-writing topics given. The word count ranges from 24 to 86 

written words. One of the reasons why students write poorly in terms of content and 

organization is their lack of practice in generating ideas and verbalizing these in 

English (Wu, 2003). The four samples from A to E exhibited weakness in generating 

ideas, the content for all four samples covers a basic content of their selves with 

standard names, address, school name and hobbies. Other than sample D, the rest used 

very basic English words and showed the lack of vocabulary to express their 

respective ideas in their written work. Only sample G was able to write a full length 

story of 86 words with a basic introduction, body and conclusion to the title “A 

Frightening Experience”. The rest of the samples were only able to write in sentences 

to complete the written pre test writing. 

 

In terms of the language ability of the students‟ work, some samples show common 

L1 translational errors in some of their sentences. A very common usage of tenses by 

Chinese students is present tense as the Chinese language does not actually have 

tenses so based on translation students often only use the simple present tense based 

on a direct translation from mandarin. This is evident in sample B where 80% of the 

sentences are based on a simple present tense usage only. Both samples C and D were 

spelling words like hobby as “hobi” and subject as “subjek” which are Malay words. 

This is quite common as Bahasa Malaysia or Melayu is the national language and it is 

used as the national curriculum official language. Table 2 below shows the summary 

of the errors committed in the seven written samples in general.  
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All seven samples represent EFL learners from the age of 6 to 12. Overall they have 

showed that they dislike writing in general and more importantly in terms of writing 

in English possess a problem for them in terms generating content and the language 

used. The students lack the intrinsic motivation and the skills to write and this causes 

a problem in secondary school once essay writing becomes a testing component in 

schools. Therefore, depriving the young EFL learners of a structured writing process 

during the crucial years of language development which is from 6 to 12 would prove 

to detrimental for EFL learners especially when writing is considered an important 

productive output skill for English language learning. 

 

4.Implementation of Process Writing Approach and Strategies  

This study was carried out at ELW centre where students are exposed to the 4 skills 

learning as part of a holistic language learning approach. The writing session are 

designed to be an individual component as part of the curriculum to give the students 

the maximum benefit of learning writing.  

In designing this 4 skills holistic curriculum, several factors were taken into 

consideration. One of the main factors was to ensure a child that goes through the 

program sees an overall improvement in language usage. Therefore a framework for 
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this was designed in late 2009 that led to the development of the new curriculum and 

the implementation of process writing approach into the writing session. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The framework as shown in Figure 3 above is an integrated 4 skills model that was 

designed by ELW to provide a child a holistic language learning experience. The 

framework itself sees the overlapping of the 4 skills to provide an integrated syllabus 

and the continuous cycle around the 4 skills shows a continuous learning of the 4 

skills in the curriculum. This is anchored by tools like vocabulary, grammar and 

comprehension to be an important part of the integral framework. In this study we 

will only focus on the effectiveness of the writing component of the curriculum where 

process writing is anchored as a teaching method. The writing class for this study was 

conducted once a month for 2 hours as shown in figure 4 below. This study was 

carried over a period of 1 year across all levels from primary 1 to 6 and 32 sample 

students were monitored on the effectiveness of the writing class. 
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Figure 4 

 

4.1 Instructional Strategies for the Writing Class 

 

In adopting process writing approach, several factors needed to be considered for its 

successful implementation and whether all the stages involved can be applied to 

young learners in this particular sample group. As most studies involving process 

method were implemented for teenagers, college students or for academic purpose 

thus far. Kroll (2001) defines process approach as follows: The “process approach” 

serves today as an umbrella term for many types of writing courses. What the term 

captures is the fact that student writers engage in their writing tasks through a cyclical 

approach rather than a single-shot approach. They are not expected to produce and 

submit complete and polished responses to their writing assignments without going 

through stages of drafting and receiving feedback on their drafts, be it from peers 

and/or from the teacher, followed by revision of their revolving texts. (pp. 220-221). 

 

Hence a process approach tends to focus more on varied classroom activities which 

promote the development of language use: brainstorming, group discussion and 

rewriting. In engaging the young EFL learners through a cyclic approach, a review of 

the stages in process writing was carried to design specific activities and skills to be 

implemented in the writing class. Furthermore,Trupe (2001) mentions that to 
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incorporate process instruction in our classes, the following points would need to be 

considered; 

 

• Ask students to do a lot of writing, but don‟t make every assignment count for a 

grade. Read some student texts as a “real” reader, responding to content without 

seeking to correct it. Malaysian‟s EFL classes tend to focus on a single short approach 

to writing mainly focusing on the end product of the written work. This has led to 

students being disengaged in writing something that has to be considered in this study. 

Therefore, for this study this consideration would need to be factored in with 

implementation of mini-writing task for students to increase writing fluency and not 

focus on a single output only. 

 

• Give students some class time to start brainstorming on a writing topic after you 

have given an assignment. As little as 5 minutes can be effective. This would be 

difficult to adopt for learners aged 6 to 9 but this time is a crucial stage to help 

students express their thoughts and also to clarify understanding on the assignment 

given. It is also a time for teachers to scaffold students into the writing assignment. 

For younger students who still cannot verbally brainstorm, simple mind maps can be 

used with teachers scaffolding the brainstorm session through the 5W (Who, What, 

Where, When, Why) and 1H (How) questioning technique. This serves well as young 

learners are usually known to be visual learners, therefore registering their thoughts 

and interpretation visually using mind maps would be engaging.  

 

• Encourage a variety of prewriting and planning strategies. Students sometimes need 

to do some writing before they know what their thesis will be. Some students work 

well from an outline, clustering, or creating a tree diagram. Others may benefit from 

generating a series of questions they have, or think their readers will have about their 

topic. Yet others benefit from visualizing a scenario in which they communicate the 

information (like a television news report or speech in a courtroom). Others can 

visualize by drawing scenes. This is often a stage that is skipped in Malaysia EFL 

context where teachers mainly focus on the writing task at hand to obtain the end 

product of a written work. The key is to design pre-writing activities that are 



 

24 

 

contextual for students to be engaged and be exposed to a variety of writing. This 

factor needs to be considered in this study during the implementation stage. Student 

must be engaged in various lead on writing activities that eventually leads to the final 

written work. 

 

• Assign students to peer groups to give each other focused feedback on drafts. 

Prepare some guidelines for peer responders, so that they can look for specific textual 

features, and ask them to provide written feedback to the student authors. Peer group 

sessions can be held in class, face-to-face out of class, or in a computer environment 

(email, bulletin board,etc.). Feedback serves as an important component for process 

writing implementation during this study. Young EFL learners in age groups from 6 

to 12 would not be able to fully carry out peer feedback. Feedback on drafts is mainly 

carried out by teachers and this process is particularly important for young learners as 

the feedback interaction between the teacher and student would create a channel for 

communication and clarification for the students in the class itself. Often at times 

students would like to express an idea or sentence in English, but has difficulty doing 

so as they need translation help or the sentences contain translation errors. This stage 

is critical and has to be carried out in class in order to benefit the students‟ writing 

process. Malaysian EFL teachers often give written assignments in class and later 

collect them to mark at home. They often correct the written work based on their own 

interpretation instead of understanding the students‟ actual ideas and intentions. This 

can be overcome with the efficient use of this stage in writing classes. 

 

• Encourage students to ask you questions about their writing as they are working on 

papers. The process writing stages during the feedback and draft revision stage allow 

for students to ask teachers questions about their writing. Students can also be 

encouraged to ask questions during the brainstorming session to seek clarification on 

the ideas they might have on the task given. 

 

• Practice formative assessment. It is a reflective process that intends to promote 

student attainment. Cowie and Bell (1999) defines it as the bidirectional process 

between teacher and student to enhance, recognize and respond to the learning. This 
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form of assessment is not normally adopted in Malaysia EFL teaching as the focus is 

on marking and giving a summative assessment of the final written work. This leads 

to weaker students not being motivated to write. With the different stages of process 

writing it gives teachers many platforms to practice formative assessment in 

recognizing students‟ improvement in the various writing stages therefore slowly 

building students‟ confidence in writing over time. 

 

• If at all possible, schedule brief face-to-face conferences for discussion of student 

writing. Consider framing your comments in terms of questions like, “What do you 

mean here?”,or “Can you tell me more about this?”, rather than in evaluative 

statements. It is most suited during drafts and the editing stage to adopt the face to 

face conference with the students directly. When students produce multiple drafts of 

an essay, you can hold them to very rigorous standards for the final product. 

 

• Weigh end-of-semester revisions and writing more heavily than early writing when 

you determine the final grade. 

 

• Introduction of portfolio for final assessment. This is most suitable for young EFL 

students to ensure all the writing activities carried out are filed as a portfolio to be 

counted as a final assessment. This allows for tracking of their progress and for 

students to reflect upon their work and progress made throughout the writing class 

over a period of time instead of grading based on a mid or year-end review. 

In reviewing some of the points to be considered in the process writing stages, this 

study then went on to design specific activities for the various stages to be 

implemented specifically for this study. 

 

4.2 Process Writing Implementation and Strategies Used 

 

The Process Approach Model comprises of eight stages (Steele, 2004): Each stage of 

the model was reviewed to identify activities and tools that were appropriate for 

implementation of the writing curriculum at ELW for the purpose of this study. 
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Stage one (Brainstorming): This is generating ideas by brainstorming and discussion. 

Students could be discussing the qualities needed to do acertain job. Brainstorming 

can be carried out as two forms: (1) To have students from age 10 to 12 carry out 

discussion and list the points down on the white board (2) For younger EFL students 

age 6 to 9, mind maps are used in the brainstorming process as they serve as an 

appropriate scaffolding tool and also a visual recording of their ideas to be used later 

in the process writing stages. For the ELW implementation at this stage of the study 

we used both mind maps and brainstorming depending on the age group of the EFL 

students.( See Figure 5). Students at this stage were expected to present their ideas 

through verbal presentation. The same speaking skills were also enforced at stage 5 of 

the process writing for the purpose of this study to show the correlation between 

speaking and writing. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5 

 

Stage two (Planning/Structuring): Students exchange ideas into note form and judge 

quality and usefulness of the ideas. This can be lead by teachers initiating a series of 

sharing among the students and have students evaluate the ideas. The same method 

could be carried out similarly with the mind map and brainstorm session where points 
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registered into note form or using the whiteboard to judge the quality and usefulness 

of the idea by striking it out on the whiteboard and later get students to copy down the 

points into note form. For this study, involving young EFL learners ages ranging from 

6 to 12 at this stage is to be led by teachers to help students evaluate their ideas 

together using the whiteboard as at this age group learners are cognitively too young 

especially the 6 to 9-year old students to independently evaluate and exchange their 

ideas. For the purpose of this study, students are taught to elaborate their ideas into 

simple sentences next to individual idea bubbles generated by students.(See Figure 6) 

 

 

 

Figure 6 

 

Stage three (Mind mapping): Students organize ideas into a mind map, spidergram, or 

linear form. This stage helps make the hierarchical relationship of ideas which aids 

students with the structure of their texts. Students use the mind map to organize the 

ideas listed in stage one into introduction, body and conclusion of the story written. 

Therefore, the same mind map is used from stage one instead of redoing another mind 

map for the purpose of this study. ( See Figure 7) 
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Figure 7 

 

Stage four (Writing the first draft): Students write the first draft. This is done in the 

class frequently in pairs or groups. At this stage, the study incorporated draft writing 

into 2 stages; stage 1 for weaker and younger EFL students to construct sentences 

made based on the points listed or simple sentences (See figure 8 below). Whereas 

during stage 1 and stage 2 students aged 9 to 12 wrote their first drafts in paragraph 

form. 

 

 

Figure 8 

 

Stage five (Peer feedback): Drafts are exchanged so that students become the readers 

of each other‟s work. By responding as readers, students develop awareness of the 
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fact that a writer is producing something to be read by someone else and thus they can 

improve their own drafts. For the purpose of this study, this stage five has been 

redesigned to include to the following: 

 

The young EFL learners ages 6 to 9 in this study were asked to read the draft aloud in 

class to allow other students and teachers to evaluate and respond to the students‟ 

work after the reading. The purpose of reading aloud for this group was due to the fact 

that this age group was too young to handle draft exchanges and they would need the 

teachers‟ guidance to ensure they fully benefit from this stagehand also ensure full 

class engagement.  

 

For the EFL learners ages 10 to 13 in this study would be asked instead to do a 

prepared speech presentation of their first draft as to allow their peers and teacher in 

class to evaluate their speech and its content. Details of the format will be discussed in 

the next section. 

 

Another aspect of getting learners to verbalize their thoughts and ideas through 

reading aloud or speaking is to give them the confidence to express their ideas. This 

utilizes the full circle of generating an idea, registering it on paper and expressing it 

verbally. A study on China ESL college students was conducted in 2007 that showed 

the correlation between the ability to speak and write. The study conducted showed 

that students who are able to speak more can actually write more in terms of total 

number of words (TNW). (See figure 9 below.) As the targeted group was Chinese 

ESL students with their first language being Mandarin, they matched the profile of the 

group of students under this study except of the age differences. Therefore, stage five 

was crafted to give students the training to verbalize their written drafts and ideas in 

class with the intention of eventually improving their fluency in writing through 

improving their speaking skills. 
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Figure 9 

 

Stage six (Editing): Drafts are returned and improvements are made based upon peer 

feedback. 

 

For this study, editing is done in the classroom itself with consultation with the young 

EFL learners face to face. This approach was chosen instead of the conventional 

marking the written work at home as is normally done. The communication between 

the teacher and student is lost when the edited written work is returned without 

checking on the real intent of the writer.  Often at times students just receive the 

edited written work with no explanation on the corrections made. More is said about 

the students‟ grammar and spelling errors identified in their written work. The 

teachers in this study would need to move around the class and do editing while in 

discussion with the respective students in clarifying his or her thoughts and 

identifying their mistakes for correction by students. Often at times young EFL 

learners would struggle with their mother tongue translation errors in terms of 

sentence structure in expressing their ideas on paper so a face to face discussion with 

the teacher would help address and correct these problems as editing is done together 

with the student. 

 

Stage seven (Final draft): A final draft iswritten.At this stage students submit the final 

draft with all the errors corrected to the teacher for a final evaluation. 
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Stage eight (Evaluation and teachers‟ feedback):Students‟ writings are evaluated and 

teachers provide a feedback on it. 

 

The following activities and strategies were implemented during this study to evaluate 

the effectiveness of enhancing and redesigning the various process writing stages. In 

reviewing the process writing stages to improve students fluency and accuracy, the 

study went on to evaluate the effectiveness of integrating a structured reading 

curriculum to further enhance the students‟ fluency and accuracy in writing to 

complement the process writing method implemented during this course of study. 

4.3 Writing and Reading Relationship 

In 1983, Stotsky published a review of correlational and experimental studies that 

investigated reading and writing relationships. Her much cited synthesis spans 

approximately fifty years from the beginning of the 1930's to 1981. Correlational 

studies to that time showed that "better writers tend to be better readers (of their own 

writing as well as of other reading material), that better writers tend to read more than 

poorer writers, and that better readers tend to produce more syntactically mature 

writing than poorer readers" (p. 636). With regard to instruction she reported, "Studies 

that sought to improve writing by providing reading experiences in place of grammar 

study or additional writing practice found that these experiences were as beneficial as, 

or more beneficial than, grammar study or extra writing practice.”Rubin and Hansen 

(1986) propose a similar explanation for the reading-writing relationship. They 

identify five common areas of knowledge shared by reading and writing. Their 

explanation is similar to what Tierney and Pearson and Eisterhold (1983) propose 

because they assume that knowledge gained in one domain is expected to enhance 

knowledge in the other. These areas are:  

1. Information knowledge, including topical knowledge, grammatical 

background, and vocabulary. They suggest that information gained in reading 

might be used as a source for writing.  

2. Structural knowledge, including the organizational patterns of the text 

(paragraph forms and conventional genres) that readers and writers recognize 

to either comprehend or construct meaning.  
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3. Transactional knowledge, indicating that writing is used as a means of 

communication between writers and readers. In this case, readers consider the 

writers‟ purpose in constructing the text and writers consider readers‟ needs. 

 

4. Aesthetic knowledge, indicating the common devices, such as style or topics, 

favored by readers and writers. “A certain alliterative style, the way a single 

interjection focuses an entire paragraph, or the relative length and stress 

patterns of consecutive words all echo in readers‟ and writers‟ ears and affect 

their choices” (pp. 167-168).  

 

5. Process knowledge, referring to the common elements of processes that readers 

and writers use to arrive at the meaning. This was discussed in detail above.  

 

Other researchers propose relatively similar views of the reading-writing relationship. 

For example Savage (1998) suggests three areas for the reading-writing connection. 

His areas are not different from the literature discussed above. His areas include: 

meaning connection, language connection, and instructional connection. The first two 

areas of relationship have been mentioned before by other researchers (Tierney & 

Pearson, 1983; Eisterhold, 1990; Tierney & Shanahan, 1991). The instructional 

connection has also been proposed by Shanahan (1988) in which he suggested seven 

instructional principles for teaching reading and writing together in the classroom. 

Briefly these principles are:  

 

1. Both reading and writing need to be taught.  

2. Both should be introduced from the earliest years.  

3. The relationships between reading and writing need to be emphasized in 

different ways considering the developmental stages of the students.  

4. The reading-writing relationship must be taught explicitly.  

5. The process relationships should be emphasized.  

6. Meaning making between reading and writing should be stressed.  

7. Reading and writing should be made purposeful through teaching them 

in context.  
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The aforementioned research explained the different aspects that make up relationship 

between reading and writing. Therefore for this study, a structured reading curriculum 

was designed to complement the teaching of writing skills. It serves as a tool to 

develop the EFL students‟ language abilities to complement the fluency in writing 

through process writing implementation. 

 

Although ELW has a library facility with some 800 books to loan, the students were 

not fully utilizing it and for those who took the books home, parents‟ feedback 

indicated that most of the time there was no one to run through the books they read, 

therefore making the reading program not effective. One of the most effective ways to 

improve a students‟ writing is through designing a good intensive and extensive 

reading program in the curriculum. Most students do passive reading and therefore are 

not trained to transfer their reading in terms of vocabulary learned and phrases into 

their writing. Therefore, a built in self-reading time was designed into the tutorial 

curriculum and all students would read the same storybooks in the classroom with the 

guidance of the teachers. A series of story books were used in the classroom and 

students would need to read during the allocated 40 minutes of reading time. On top 

of that a journal was introduced into the reading program for students to summarize 

what they have read and also to list down new words they find in the books. The 

summarizing activity would train the students in their comprehension skills. Teachers 

would then go through the meaning of these words and students would then write 

sentences to practice remembering and using the new vocabulary learned. (See 

Appendix III for Sample Reading lesson plan and Writing Journal Template). EFL 

students under this study group underwent the reading framework shown in figure 10 

below. The content learned during reading and journals were repeated in context 

during the writing classes so as to improve their writing skills. 
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Figure 10 

5.   Research Methodology 

5.1 Participants 

After establishing the instructional strategies for this study. A total of 32 students 

were selected from the age 6 to 13 to undergo this study to determine whether with 

the new instructional strategies built into the writing class would be able to increase 

the students‟ fluency and accuracy in writing over a period of 12 months. The 32 

students were selected from a population of 160 students registed with ELW at the 

point of study and there is a fair mix of gender in the sample study group of 32 

students identified. 90% of the students selected were from Chinese Medium Schools 

where the first language is Mandarin and the other 10% of the students were from 

national medium schools where Bahasa Malaysia or Malay is the first language. The 

Chinese medium students represent the largest proportion of private students learning 

English in private centres throughout Malaysia and even in ELW where the study was 

conducted. Therefore, justifying the proportion of student participants‟ ratio selected 

in this study. The age group of 6 to 13 for the participants were decided upon based 

on the fact that students in this age group were not evaluated in essay writing in 

schools, therefore the study wanted to also break the myth of children in Malaysia not 

being able to write until they reach secondary schools where they are formally 

assessed.  
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5.2 Instrumentation and Procedure 

Pretest and posttest in the form of essay writing were employed as instruments to 

measure students‟ writing proficiency level in terms of fluency and accuracy. 

Accuracy is the ability to avoid error in performance, possibly reflecting higher levels 

of control in the language. And fluency “concerns the learner‟s capacity to produce 

language in real time without undue pausing or hesitation. It is likely to rely upon 

more lexicalized modes of communication as the pressures of real time speech 

production are met only by avoiding excessive rule-based computation.” (Skehan, 

1996: 22). 

 

The initial writing proficiency level of the 32 students was investigated by a pretest in 

the form of essay writing to determine the number of words written during the 

entrance test and time given for the test was 1 hour for students to write an essay on 

the topic given. The 32 sample students would then move on to be in their respective 

classes based on the level assigned to them. The list of students and their pretest 

results are shown in table 3 below. 

 

Each student in the experimental group needed to possess one notebook with her or 

his name on for journal writing. They were encouraged to write journals based on the 

story books covered during the reading session. All students in the experimental 

group would then go through the same process writing teaching method as mentioned 

in the instructional strategies section in this paper earlier. Each writing class would 

take 2 hrs per session and it‟s carried out once every 4 times when a student attends 

an English Tutorial class at ELW. In total over a period of 12 months of study each 

participant would have attended a total 12 writing classes for the purpose of this 

study. The posttest would then be based on an annual exam conducted at ELW where 

an essay writing component is tested. The 32 students mid-year written essay work 

would be taken for this study as a posttest measure of fluency and accuracy as 

compared to the entrance test written work. 

Another component that was measured from this group of students was the no of 

spoken words per minute registered during the peer feedback and brainstorming 

session where students were exposed to speaking activity through prepared speech or 



 

36 

 

impromptu exercise to get students to verbalize their writing ideas. For this 

component all 32 students‟ spoken words per minute was measured as a posttest as an 

indicator to show the correlation between speaking and writing skills. There was not 

pretest data to show the no of spoken words initially as the entrance only tested 

evaluated the student reading ability of a short passage, therefore no comparison was 

available. 

 

S/N Name Level Pretest (No of Words) 

1 Tanaka Iliya P1 0 

2 Tom Chai You Xing P1 0 

3 Natalie Chin P1 0 

4 WoongZu Qing P1 0 

5 Ng Lee Xuan P2 4 

6 Lai Sai Hong P2 20 

7 PohYunRu P2 36 

8 In ShaoXuan P2 24 

9 SyahmiAkmal P3 104 

10 Lee Cha Xing P3 38 

11 Ismail B Ibrahim P3 49 

12 Lim Qing Hong P3 26 

13 Samantha Siow Wan Ying P3 88 

14 Chan Yong Shi P4 85 

15 LohTze Siang P4 46 

16 AfiqSyahmi Ally P4 71 

17 Emily Khor Yu Shan P4 61 

18 Lai Jia Jun P4 58 

19 Pang Yan Rou P4 31 

20 Lim SzeJia P5 33 

21 Chan MunXuen P5 36 

22 Abigail P5 100 

23 Nicholas Loh P5 114 

24 Guice Yi Xiang P6 123 
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25 OoiKhangTinh P6 95 

26 Shawn Ee P6 24 

27 Cheah Yong Yin P6 99 

28 Cassandra Chi S1 207 

29 Reene Wong XinTheng S1 130 

30 Glenn Gan Shi Jie S1 63 

31 Jasmine Yong S1 83 

32 Jeff Lai Pin Nean S1 133 

     Legend: P – Primary, S – Secondary 

 

Table 3 

 

Based on the pretest written essay, it can be seen that students‟ total number of words 

(TNW) ranges from 0 to a maximum of 207 words. The youngest EFL students in this 

study group could not write at all as they submitted blank worksheets after the 

entrance test. Table 4 below shows the average no of words produced by the different 

levels of students from the sampled group.  

 

Level Ave No of Words 

P1 0 

P2 21 

P3 61 

P4 59 

P5 71 

P6 85 

S1 123 

 

Table 4 

 

5.3 Findings and Discussions 

 

Since fluency tends to hinge on more lexicalized modes of communication (Skehan, 

1996: 22), writing fluency in this research was measured through the writing speed 
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(the number of words produced within a limited length of time) and the degree of task 

completion. 

 

5.3.1 Impact of implementing process writing method to increase writing fluency 

 

The pretest data taken from the sampled students are shown in table 3 above and by 

level their average no of words are shown in table 4 respectively. With the 

implementation of process writing method and focusing on idea generation tools like 

mind map and brainstorming. A posttest was conducted 12 months later during a mid-

term examination where the sampled students written work were taken to study the 

impact of process method implementation. Table 5 (see Appendix IV) shows the 

comparison between the sampled students pretest and posttest essay and the total no 

of words for each test conducted. With exception of one particular student in primary 

6 Cheah Yong Yin registered a drop in fluency, the rest of the students registered a 

percentage increase in fluency ranging from 8% to 900%.  

 

Furthermore, the difference in the average number of words written by the students in 

the sampled group between the posttest and pretest showed significant improvement 

as shown in table 6 below. The lowest number of average word increase registered is 

from the primary 2 level with 18 words (80%) and the highest average word increase 

is from the secondary group with 243 words (198%). This implying that the writing 

pace or fluency of the students in the sampled group has improved to a certain extent 

through the implementation of process writing method.  

 

 Pretest Posttest   

Level Ave No of Words Ave No of Words 
% Increase of Ave 

No of Words  

Difference in 

Ave No of 

Words 

P1 0 23 NA 23 

P2 21 39 86 18 

P3 61 127 108 66 

P4 59 128 118 69 
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P5 71 152 114 81 

P6 85 130 52 44 

S1 123 367 198 243 

 

Table 6 

 

5.3.2 Impact of implementing speaking activity during brainstorming and 

feedback increase writing fluency 

 

A pretest was conducted on the 32 sampled  students 12 months later to record the no 

of spoken words per minutes. The purpose of this was to show the correlation 

between the speaking ability of the students to the writing fluency. The speaking 

activities implemented during the brainstorming and feedback stage was expected to 

increase the fluency in writing so as to establish that students who are able to 

verbalize their thoughts on their writing would be able to write more fluently 

therefore linking the two productive skills as a necessary component in the process 

writing method in this study. The data compiled was not able to show a distinct 

correlation but there was evidence of students who were able to speak more had a 

better increase in the fluency of writing from the different level of groups tested from 

the sampled student group ( for breakdown by individual student see Appendix V). 

Table 7 below shows the average number of words written as compared to the average 

number of spoken words from two tested components Impromptu and prepared 

speeches.  

 

 Pretest Posttest     

Level 
Ave No of 

Words 

Ave No of 

Words 

% Increase of 

Ave No of 

Words  

Difference in 

Ave No of 

Words 

Impromptu 

Speech Ave 

TNW Per Min 

Prepared 

Speech Ave 

TNW Per Min 

P1 0 23 NA 23 16 31 

P2 21 39 86 18 25 47 

P3 61 127 108 66 26 107 

P4 59 128 118 69 43 66 
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P5 71 152 114 81 30 96 

P6 85 130 52 44 91 77 

S1 123 367 198 243 27 74 

 

Table 7 

 

From table 8 it can be seen that the upper primary group of students from Primary 4 to 

6 in general has in general able to speak 55 and 80 words respectively for the two 

tested component and the average number of written words are higher 

correspondingly as compared to the lower primary group.  

 

 

Impromptu 

Speech TNW 

Per Min 

Prepared 

Speech 

TNW Per 

Min 

Ave No of 

Words 

Pretest 

Ave No of 

Words 

Posttest 

Lower Primary (P1,P2,P3) 22 62 27 63 

Upper Primary (P4,P5,P6) 55 80 72 136 

 

Table 8 

In the upper primary category there was a student Cheah Yong Yin whose posttest no 

of words was 78 as compared to a pretest of 99 words, this was the only student who 

suffered a drop in written fluency and his spoken no of word for impromptu and 

prepared speech was 15 and 40 words respectively. This is way below the average 

performance of the young EFL students from the lower primary group.  

 

Another encouraging data is the primary 3 EFL group of students whose average 

pretest and posttest words are 61 and 127 respectively. The group written fluency and 

percentage increase are comparable with the older upper primary EFL students. The 

group also has the highest number of prepared speech average number of words at 

107 which are higher than upper primary group of 80 words per minute. This data 

implies there is a correlation between the number of written words to the number of 

spoken words as both the speaking and writing are productive skills, therefore 

implementing speaking activities to verbalize writing ideas during the process writing 
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stage would have a positive effect of improving fluency in writing. More data would 

be needed in order to ensure the correlation between the speaking and writing skills 

are conclusive.  

 

5.3.3 Impact of implementing reading curriculum increases vocabulary level in 

written work 

 

In terms of leveling up or increase in vocabulary usage, a comparison of pretest 

versus posttest written essays were analyzed to determine whether a structured 

reading programme and journal writing would improve students‟ vocabulary. Some of 

the sampled students‟ journal work can be seen in (Appendix VI) where students do a 

simple summary of the book read and identify glossary that were difficult to 

understand from the book. Students would then check the meanings of the word and 

record it down in the journal. Some students were asked to construct sentences from 

the glossary. All these are to encourage applying the new vocabulary learned in their 

spoken or written language. 

 

The overall data compiled on this study showed that the sampled students had an 

increase in vocabulary level. The average usage of larger vocabulary increased from 

0.75 from the pretest to 3.03 in the posttest across the level.(See Table 9 Appendix 

VII). By levels the students showed improvement in the large vocabulary usage but 

not as much as those shown in the upper primary group as it is expected for this group 

to do better as they are cognitively more mature. Table 10 below shows the 

breakdown of vocabulary usage by level through the implementation of the reading 

programme during the course of this study. 

 

Level 

Pretest Ave 

No of 

Vocabulary 

Posttest 

Ave No of 

Vocabulary 

P1 0 1.75 

P2 0.5 1 

P3 0 1 
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P4 1 4 

P5 1 5 

P6 2 4 

S1 2 5 

 

Table 10 

 

In terms of accuracy recorded the study analyses the number of errors in the category 

of wrong use of word choice, verb form, tenses, preposition, word order, articles, 

spelling, punctuation and singular/plural error. Based on the number of error count 

recorded in the pretest and posttest (see Appendix VIII), 13 students or 40.6% of the 

student registered a drop in their error count despite having an increased in the 

number of written words or fluency. As the posttest was measured as a form of a 

written test, 100% accuracy was not expected as compared to the usual process 

writing classes where drafting and editing were involved. Overall the results were 

encouraging that accuracy of the written work does improve in tandem to the fluency. 

Table 11 below shows the comparison of the overall fluency of the study group versus 

the accuracy recorded for the 32 students during the study. The students‟ accuracy 

decreased by 12% or 1 additional error but showed vast improvement in terms fluency 

in writing. 

 

Pretest Ave No of Words Posttest Ave No of Words 
% Increase in 

Fluency 

61.9 143.9 132% 

Pretest Ave No of Error 

Count 

Posttest Ave No of Error 

Count 

% Increase in 

Accuracy 

6.5 7.3 -12% 

 

Table 11 

 

This data implies that at the micro level of the study, 13 students or 40.6% of the 

students improved in their accuracy of writing through process writing method and 



 

43 

 

the vocabulary level has also improved based on table 10. Therefore, the reading 

curriculum implementation does have an impact of improving the vocabulary and 

accuracy of writing. 

 

5.3.4 Suggestions for Further Research 

 

Another area to look into was to conduct a pre and post survey among the participant 

to gauge students‟ feedback on the classroom teaching effectiveness and also evaluate 

whether students were satisfied with their progress and also to gauge whether their 

interest in writing has improved through the use of process writing method in their 

classroom. In terms of accuracy measurement, marks can be allocated with 

standardized marking scheme across the different level to evaluate the improvement 

in writing in terms of overall content and language other than the fluency in writing 

among young EFL students. A further study on the whether the vocabulary increased 

during the posttest are words learned through the journal writing process specifically 

as in indication of the effectiveness of the journal writing and reading curriculum. A 

more comprehensive study could have been carried out for the speaking skills to 

incorporate a pre and post test for speaking to track the correlation between the 

percentage increase in both the skills for a child. This was not conclusive in this study 

where a distinct and clear pattern were not observed. 

 

6.Conclusion 

 

This study has shown that young EFL learners from the age of 6 to 13 do benefit from 

process writing method. With many research in this region focusing on college 

students for the use of this method. This paper has gone on to show that young EFL 

students do benefit from the rigour of the process method and have been able to 

increase their fluency in writing. This study has further showed that the 

implementation of speaking and reading activities does complement the process 

writing stages and therefore give students an overall increase in fluency and accuracy 

in their written work. This study has given detail strategies used in implementing the 

process writing method with 32 EFL Malaysian students from the age group of 6 to 
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13, it has shown significant results in terms of percentage increase of fluency as the 

overall group registered a 132% increases in the no of words written words. ( Pretest 

Ave No of Words : 61.9 and Posttest Ave No of Words : 143.9). In terms of average 

usage of larger vocabulary, the data was positive showing an increase from 0.75 

vocabulary words to 3.03 words registered in the posttest across level. Accuracy in 

writing another key consideration for EFL teachers in Malaysia was addressed in this 

study when 13 students or 40.6% of the students registered a drop in their error count 

despite a 132% increase in the word count. Therefore, the study was able to show that 

process writing method is able to enhance both the fluency and accuracy of young 

EFL learners in Malaysia providing reasonable data to encourage implementation of 

this method from young instead of the current belief that it is more suited for post 

secondary and tertiary level students in Malaysia. 

 

Writing skill is a significant component of an EFL young learners‟ language 

developmental stage. Therefore improving the fluency and accuracy to cultivate 

interest in writing among young EFL Malaysian learners is a research well worth 

doing. It is hopeful that this study has made a small but significant contribution to 

understanding of improving writing fluency and accuracy among young EFL students 

in this region. 
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APPENDIX I: Pretest Sample Written Essay by Students 

 

APPENDIX IA: 

 

 

 
 

 

APPENDIX IB: 
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APPENDIX IC: 

 

 
 

 

APPENDIX ID: 
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APPENDIX IE: 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX IF: 
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APPENDIX IG: 
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APPENDIX II Posttest Sample Written Essay by Students 

 

APPENDIX IIA 
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APPENDIX IIC 
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APPENDIX IID 
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APPENDIX IIE 
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APPENDIX IIF 
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APPENDIX IIG 
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APPENDIX III Sample Reading Lesson Plan and Writing Journal Template 
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APPENDIX IV Sampled Students Pretest and Posttest Written Essay Total  

Number of Words (TNW) 

 

S/N Name Level  

Pretest  

(No of 

words)  

Posttest  

(No of 

words)  

% Increase 

In Fluency  

1 Tanaka Iliya  P1 0 17   

2 
Tom Chai You 

Xing  
P1 0 20   

3 Natalie Chin  P1 0 34   

4 WoongZu Qing  P1 0 20   

5 Ng Lee Xuan  P2 4 40 900 

6 Lai Sai Hong  P2 20 30 50 

7 PohYunRu P2 36 60 67 

8 In ShaoXuan  P2 24 26 8 

9 SyahmiAkmal  P3 104 132 27 

10 Lee Cha Xing  P3 38 147 287 

11 Ismail B Ibrahim  P3 49 120 145 

12 Lim Qing Hong  P3 26 64 146 

13 
Samantha Siow 

Wan Ying  
P3 88 171 94 

14 Chan Yong Shi  P4 85 178 109 

15 LohTze Siang  P4 46 115 150 

16 AfiqSyahmi Ally  P4 71 121 70 

17 
Emily Khor Yu 

Shan 
P4 61 107 75 

18 Lai Jia Jun  P4 58 140 141 

19 Pang Yan Rou  P4 31 106 242 

20 Lim SzeJia  P5 33 156 373 

21 Chan MunXuen  P5 36 107 197 

22 Abigail  P5 100 193 93 

23 Nicholas Loh  P5 114 150 32 

24 Guice Yi Xiang  P6 123 145 18 

25 OoiKhangTinh  P6 95 159 67 

26 Shawn Ee  P6 24 136 467 

27 Cheah Yong Yin  P6 99 78 - 21 

28 Cassandra Chi  F1 207 405 96 

29 
Reene Wong 

XinTheng  
F1 130 318 145 

30 Glenn Gan Shi Jie  F1 63 282 348 
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31 Jasmine Yong  F1 83 417 402 

32 Jeff Lai Pin Nean  F1 133 411 209 

 
Table 5 
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APPENDIX V Data on Total Number of Words (TNW) Spoken Per Minute for 

Impromptu and Prepared Speech 
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APPENDIX VI Sampled Studentsô Journal Written Work 
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APPENDIX VII Pretest and Posttest Vocabulary Usage in Written Work 

 

            

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 9 
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APPENDIX VIII Pretest and Posttest Error Count of Written Samples 
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APPENDIX VIII I  Error Count Breakdown  for Pretest Written Samples 
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APPENDIX X Error Count Breakdown  for Posttest Written Samples 

 

 

 

THE END 


